REMARKS 

Claims 1-12, 14-16 and 18 are now pending in the application. Claims 1, 8 and 
11 are amended herein. Claims 13 and 17 are cancelled herein. Claims 14-15 and 18 
stand withdrawn, and claims 3-4, 10, and 16 are withdrawn herein. The Examiner is 
respectfully requested to reconsider and withdraw the rejections in view of the 
amendments and remarks contained herein. 

Rejection Under 35 U.S.C. §112 

Claims 11-13 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 112, first paragraph, as failing to 
comply with the written description requirement. This rejection is respectfully traversed. 

Claim 11 calls for "providing a decomposition acceleration layer on an upper 
surface of the lyophilic film." The Examiner states that this feature is not discussed in 
the specification. See page 2 of the Office Action. Applicants submit, however, that this 
feature is more than adequately disclosed and discussed in the specification. See page 
6, line 11 through page 7, line 1 of the application. The Examiner is respectfully 
requested to reconsider and withdraw the rejection. 

Claims 1-10 and 16-17 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 1 12, second paragraph, 
as being indefinite for failing to particularly point and distinctly claim the subject matter 
which Applicant regards as the invention. Claims 1 and 8 are amended herein. It is 
believed that these amendments have rendered these rejections moot. Applicants 
therefore respectfully request reconsideration and withdrawal of the rejection. 
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Rejection Under 35 U.S.C. S 102 

Claims 1-4 and 8-9 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) as being anticipated 
by Shimomura (U.S. Pat. No. 6,638,439). This rejection is respectfully traversed. 

Claims 1 and 8 call for "filling in the area where the liquid-repellent film is 
eliminated with the liquid material." Furthermore, claim 1 calls for "at least one of drying 
and baking the liquid material to form the pattern on the area where the liquid material is 
filled." Shimomura, however, does not disclose filling in an area where a liquid repellent 
film has been eliminated with a liquid material. Shimomura also fails to disclose drying 
or baking the liquid material to form a pattern. Accordingly, for at least these reasons, it 
is submitted that claims 1 and 8 define patentable subject matter over the art, and 
withdrawal of the rejection is respectfully requested. 

Claims 2 and 9 depend from claims 1 and 8, respectively. Therefore, for at least 
the reasons stated above with respect to claims 1 and 8, it is submitted that claims 2 
and 9 are also patentable, and withdrawal of the rejection is respectfully requested. 

Rejection Under 35 U.S.C. § 103 

Claims 5-7, 10-13, and 16-17 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Shimomura (U.S. Pat. No. 6,638,439) in view of Hosoe et al (U.S. 
Pat. App. Pub. No. 2003/0010408). This rejection is respectfully traversed. 

Claims 5-7 depend from claim 1 and, therefore, for at least the reasons stated 
above with respect to claim 1 , should also be patentable. Accordingly, withdrawal of the 
rejection is respectfully requested. 
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Claim 1 1 calls for "filling in the area where the liquid-repellent film is eliminated 
with the liquid material; and at least one of drying and baking the liquid material to form 
the pattern on the area where the liquid material is filled." As stated above, Shimomura 
does not disclose filling in an area where a liquid-repellent film is eliminated with a liquid 
material and drying or baking the liquid material to form a pattern. Hosoe et al. also fails 
to disclose this subject matter. Accordingly, for at least these reasons, it is submitted 
that claim 11 defines patentable subject matter over the art, and withdrawal of the 
rejection is respectfully requested. 

Claim 12 depends from claim 11 and, therefore, for at least the reasons stated 
above with respect to claim 11, should also be patentable. Accordingly, withdrawal of 
the rejection is respectfully requested. 
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Conclusion 

It is believed that all of the stated grounds of rejection have been properly 
traversed, accommodated, or rendered moot. Applicants therefore respectfully request 
that the Examiner reconsider and withdraw all presently outstanding rejections. It is 
believed that a full and complete response has been made to the outstanding Office 
Action and the present application is in condition for allowance. Thus, prompt and 
favorable consideration of this amendment is respectfully requested. If the Examiner 
believes that personal communication will expedite prosecution of this application, the 
Examiner is invited to telephone the undersigned at (248) 641-1600. 



Harness, Dickey & Pierce, P.L.C. 
P.O. Box 828 

Bloomfield Hills, Michigan 48303 
(248)641-1600 

GGS/DWH/pvd 



Respectfully submitted, 
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